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(P—-79-—-93,-~“4,--9b)

The S.A.M, Board h:iq elected to divide lthe total Z.AM. ject into
t\;o phases, transmission line, ocean outfall and e 1.¢mt10n line

being the first. The actual treatment L facility or facilities will

be dofu red to a later date. The First phase of the prmcf*r haz heen
aubmitted to the Coastal Comission as three related, but separate,

ar >,>12.1~al1<~*1‘ (P~79-93: Transmiseion Line/Pump Station; P-79-94: Ocean
Outfall; and P~79-95: Reclamation Idine). In order to avoid duplication,
staff has prepared a common background report for all three moﬂr'“uoh_,.
This report sumarizes the history of the S.AM. project, cites Coastal
Act Regulations (i”.)}_/.l_'t'dhle +0 Sewage Treatment facilities defines the
limits of Camnission review and _uc iudes information on Uu, finmancial
impacts of the project. It should be noted that most of the documents
summarized in the chironology l'ld_\h. not been included but will be made
available to Cowmissicners if desired.

The specifics of each individual §.A.M, project are dealt with in the
separate reports which follow the I ar‘«cp_ouﬂ Report.
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BACKGRCUND TNIFORMATTON

S.A.M. is the acronym for Sewer Authority Mid-Coastside, a joint powers
association made up of the three Sanitation Districts which serve the par-
tially urbapized Mid-Coastside Communities of Montara, Moss Beach, El Gra-
nada, Princeton and the City of ilalf Moon Bay. The three member districts
are Montara Sanitation District, Granada Sanitation District and the Half
Moon Bay Sanitation District. A map attached to this report shows the dist—
rict boundaries and service areas for each of the three districts. Currently,
each district maintains facilities to accommodate development within its
service ares. Montaia Sanitation District operates a 50 mgd (ADWFl-) ca~
pacity, sewer plant (secondary level of treatment) with an ocean outfall
located Just north of the Fiitzgerald Macine Reserve. Current flows through
the plant are .1& myd (ADWT} . The Granada Sanitation District operates a
plant which has a design capacity of .30 wgd (primary level of treatuent)
with an ccean outfall located just south of the Fitzgerald Marine Reserve,
Current Flows exceed the design capacity of this plant and average .32 mgd
(ADWF) . The Half Moon Bay Sanitation Distwict is served by a sevier plant
which has a design capacity of 1.0 mgd laverage dry weather £low ut an
N.P.D.F.S. Dermit for only .6 ngd capacity (secondary treatment level) with
a defective ocean outfall near the mouth of Pilarcitos Creek. Curvent flows
through this systan are .45 mgd (ADWF) .

Mone of the sewer plants megt vhe Regional Waler Quality Contxol Board's
starderds for elfluent cuality. Similarly, none of the existing ocean
outfalls meet the HIXIG's standards. 'The Montara arnd Granada outfalls are
imadequite because of their proximity o the Fitegerald Marine Reserve, a
Designneed Avea of Special Biological Significance (ASES). The Half Moon
Bay outfall is weble to meet stanlard vecourd it broke at the surf® line on
March 23, 1978 ard the landwerd and sosvamd sections of the pine are sepa-
rated by at least forky feet. Chicrinated effluvent from this plant is our-
rently dischzrged onto the state bench rear Pilarcitos Lagoon. All threae
g.A.M. Distiicts are currently under Cease and Desist Orders from the RQCH
andl new hoole-ups are precluded.

The purpoge of the S.A.M. Association and project is to lmprove trextment
levels, meet standards for ocean discharge and gain additional sSewer con—
nections for each of the merber districts.

The original S.A.M. project was a two part proposal; P-77-366, a consoli-
dated 2.0 mgd sewage lreatment plant, pump stations and itransmission line
and P-77-838, an ocean outfall to serve the Montara and Granada Sanitation
Districts and a reclaimation line. The on-shore facilities (P-77-366) were
the subject of soveral Regional Commission hearings during the summer of
1977. Commission approval of this application was granted on August 15,
1977 with conditions limiting the S.A.M. "service area" and plant capacity
to 1.3 mgd until the Local Coastal Plans (LCP) were prepared. Other condi-
£ions were also attached to the permit, however the two mentioned in theg
preceding sentence were the major ones and reflected Commisgion concerns
that the construction of sewage treatment facilities not prejudice the
ability of the local jurisdictions (City of Half Moon Bay and San Mateo
County) to prepare their ILCPs. Representatives of the S.A.M. Board indi-
cated that these conditions were unacceptable and appealed to the State
Commission. In Septunber of 1977, the State Commission ruled that the
S.A.M. Appeal presented no substantial issue and the Regional Commission's

1 ADWIT, Average Dry Weather Flow
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findings and conditions were upheld.

In Cctober of 1977, this S.A.M. project was again before the Comnission wilth
a proposal to show how the cordition for a 1.3 ngd plant would be met., S.A.M.
proposed that the removal of one influent pump, conditioning of the M.P.D.E.S.
permit to 1.3 mgd and deletion of some aeration eguipment would provide com-
pliance with the condition. Conmission staff reccmmended a reduction in the
physical size of the aerators, clarifiers and. pumps to acr*onmdaLe no more

than a7173~ mgd"*wmage “dey~weather flow. Staff also reccmmended That the
N.P.D.E.S. permit be conditionsd to authorize a maximum flow of 1.3 mgd (ADWF).
The S.A.M. repressntatives indicated that the staff recomrendation was un-—
acceptable and asked that the Comuission vote on the S.AM. provosal. The
5.A.M. proposal was defeated and the Commission indicalted the plant should
be redesigned to a 1.3 mgd capacity.

The permit granted for the on-shore facilities was never accepted by the
5.AM. Board, although one member districk, Granada, did wote Lo accept
the permit.

The second part of the total S.A.M. prodect was the construction of an oecean
outfall and :r?ecla_ma‘i:ion_ line., (P-77-838). The proposed ccean cutfall, 18
in diameter and 2,000' in length was to carry the combined discharges of the
Montara and Granada uam.tatlon Districts. The oublall was o have had a
capacity of 3.46 mgd (B 2 and vas plany ’—,1 o ke located 130067 south of
the existing {and at that time rf:'u;‘zci-.?'on,;n g} 'LL Moon Bay outfall vidch en-—
tered the surf near the mouth of Pillarcitos Cresk. The reclaimation line
was provosed to exitend from the consolidated Lrealnont plank, logited on
the site of the cuisting Half Mcon Bay sewer plant, south to the Half stoon
2ay Country Club (3.4 miles). T‘ni:—; line was to carry traatad elfluant to
the golf course for nse in Lrvigatine the greens and would have ronisced
a tempovary line cwreuntly used for this pL:J"lm sa,  Ihowas hoped that with
assurances of a high guality elfluent, other reclaimed water buvers such

the floriculture operators, would ba found.

The permit for the outfall and reclawztion  line (P-770838) was approved by
the Regional Commission in December of 1977. Conditions requiring & 1mond-
toring period and use of the culfall for the transport of secondary efflu-
ent of acceptable quality were, among others, attached to this per-
mit. Both the ocutfall and reclaimaztion line pipe sizes were approved as
proposed. The conditions were, appavently acceptable to the S.A.M. Board
and this permit was formally accepted and no appeal was filed.

To summarize then, the first permit, P-77-366, on—shore facilitles was never
accepted by the S.A.M. Boaid and lapsed in Rugust of 1978. The second per-
mit, P-77-838, ocean outfall ard reclamation line, was accephed by the
S.A.M. Board but was never exercised, thus in December of 1978, it too,
expired.

buring the past yvear, several events have occurred which have, dirvectly
or indirectly, precipitated the applications currently kbefore the Com—
mission. The following narrative/chronology atlenpts to describe key
events of the past many nonths.

2 TWWF, Peak Wet Weather Flow



August 15, 1977 -

Septanber 1877 -

October 24, 1877 -

Decenber 9, 1877 -

Docemboy 12, 1977-

Decenber 19, 1977~

January 30, 1978 -~
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S.AM. CHRONOLOGY

Coastal permit for a consolidated 1.3 mgd sewer plant/
punp stations/transmission line granted by the Regional
Commission. Decision appealed by S.AM. to the State
Cominission. -

State Commission declined to hear S5.A.M. appeal.
Regional Commission upheld for a 1.3 mad plant as
conditioned.

Regional Commission hearing on S.A.M. compliance with
condition #1 (limit capacity to 1.3 mgd) of sewer plant
pamit.

Commission determined that the condition would be met
by redesigning the consolidated treatwent plant to a
capacity of 1.3 mgd.

Public hearing, Regional Water Quality Control. Board,
Half Moon Bay (hearing pxnel)

The purpose of this MIOCB heaving was to review the

status of the regional sewer plant prodject and discuss
woter quality vielations by the S.A.M. member districts.
(Monbara, Grenwda and Half Mdcon Bay) .  Lengthy public
teatimony was givan at this hearing reqgording the S.ALM.
project and reasong for the sproilic water Gquality vio-
lations were offered by the inlividual sanitation distwicts.
RWOCR staff presontalions included a revissd time schedule
for the S.AM. project, reports detailing violavions and

a recommeniation for a cormection han on all three districts.

Regional Comudssion granted a permit (p-77-838) for thes
construction of a 3.46 mgd (Peak Wet Weather Ilow) ocean
outfall to serve the previously approvad on-ghore trest-
ment facilifies (P-77-366). A reclomation line was slso
approved as part of this application.

This permit was accepted by the applicant and was not
appzaled to the State Commission.

Regional Water Quality Control Board Hearing (Full Boaxd) .
At this meeting, a comnection ban was imposed on all three
S.A.M. mamber districts by the RAQCB. A revised schedule
for compliance was included with the cease.and desist order
issued by the Board. (see attached order) .

Letter from Neil bunham of State Water Resources Board
to Bl Brown, Regional Comuission Ixecutive Director re-
questing staff analysis of a "phased" S.A.M. proiect.



February 14, 1978

1

Pebruary 21, 1978

March 21,

March 23,

april 17,

June 14,
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Response to SWRB inquiry by f‘mgional Conmission staff

4

Letrer received from Paul Leger, Chairman of the S.AM.
Board o Regional Commission. Mr. Leger requested that
the cover letter and attached engineering report be
accepted for filing as an application for a "phase "
S.h.M. project.

Commission staff response to S.AM. letter. Siaft
indicated that the information submitted was not com-
plete enough to accept as a vfilable" application fox
a hearing. '

RIOCR Hearing. The RWCCB authorized a partial lifiing of
+he sewer connection ban and granted the equlivant of 77
single-family home connections to the Hali Moon Bay Sani~
ration District. No connzctions were aythorized for
cranada or Montara Saoitation Digtricts.

Half Moon Bay Sanitation District ocean outfall broken.

Tetter of Fred Dierker to Montara Sanitation Board
Merbers clarifving status of 54 cutstanding sewer con-
peclion permilts.

kegrional Water Qualily Control Poard issues a Clean—up

and Abatercnt Crder to Hulf dloon Bay Se nitation District
hecause of brokan oubfall. {Bea atitacied crder) {

hpplication for a wodilied 5.AM. moject received by
Reqgional Comaigsion Office

Regional Commission letter to 5.4.0M. roard indicating
application for three separate sewar plants is not
cemplete and cammot be filed.

Regional Watec Quality control Poard hearing on S.A.M.
schedule.

RACT staff report indicated that the §.A.M. project
was substantially behind the schedule adopted by the
ROCE in Decenber 1977 and that efforis on the part of
S.A.M. to comply with the terms of the Decenber CDO
schedule had been sketchy and ineffective.

S.A.M. representatives dndicated that the delays were
unavoidable and some S.A.M. Board manpers felt a Re-
gional treatment plant was no longer an appropriate
colution to the problem. Funds to pursue a three
plant, 2.3 ngd total capacity, wastewater reclavation
1line bebween Montara and Half Moon Bay and a conkmon
ocean outfall were requested.



July 18, 1978 -

Jul? 28, 1978 -

yetoher 31, 1878 -

Novenber 30, 1978 -
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RWQCR indicated S.A.M. could apply for funds through
the nomal procedure if they wished. RWCCE accepted
staff recomrondation for a new time schedule for §.A.M,
which includes two dates July 25, 1978 - by which time
an application for some 5.A.M. project (new application,
amendiment request etc. ] must be filed with the Regionai
Coastal Commission and October 1, 1978 - by which time,
$.A.M. must have securced a Coastal Permit and be active-
ly mwrsulng the prodject authorized by that permit. If
these dates are not met, the Inecutive Director of the
RWOQCB, after consultation with the Chaixman will place
the matter In the hands of the Attorney General for
enforcement.

Informal meeting of $.A.M. Board representatives,
Coastal Cormmission {San Mateo County LCP Team) and
Regional Water Quality Contaol Board representatives,
siaff manbers from 5.A.M., Coastal Comnission, lﬂ'JOCB
al‘rd State Water Rescurces Boawod. The purpose of this

meeting, called by the S.2.M. Board, was 10 monm:tllv
dmcuss tha status of the Q.A.M. projects. A lengthy
discussion of the S.A.M. sitwation, alter atives to the
original project and agency policies occured. Puldic
comments were also taken alt this meeting.

Commission staff meeting with the S.A.M. manager arnd
ati:oruey to discuss potential §.AM. projects and
review filing rc:\juu:c:a wts and lgsue areas. The status
of the exwisting parmits (P-77-366 and P-77-828) was
also discussed.

Application for an upgrading of the Half Moon Pay and
Montara sewer plants, consltyruction of a new Cranada
plant, common ocean ouktfall and iran mxss1 1 and re-
clamation lines was submitted by S.AM.. The application
was incomplete ard applicant notifi rf of deficlencles.

Meeling of ag@my (Coastal Comnission, REH,; State Water
Resouvrces, 5.2.M.), Attorney General's Office) staff and
S.A.M. Board representatives. The purpose of the meeting
was to explore the possibilities for a phased project
that would alleviate current outfall problems. A com-
mitment for a subsequent meeting to allow time for re-
search and a decision by the S.A.M. Board on a definite
proiect was agreed to. .

Meeting of agency (Coastal Commission, S.A.M., RWQCB,
State Water Resource Board, Attorney Genexal's Office)
staff and S.A.M. Board Representatives. It was deter-
mined at that meeting that a phased project would be
pursued by S.A.M.. The first phase would inciude the
construction of a transmission line, ocean oulfall and
reclamation line. S.A.M. representatives present indi-
cated they would sulmit applications for these projects
to the Regional Coastal Commission in the near future.
S.A.M, representatives indicated they would prefer to



put off the question of sewage treatment capacity and:
thus construction of new sowage treatment facilities

until the Iccal Coastal Plans, currently under prepar-
ation, showed population projections for the Mid-Coast
areas served by the three districts. Agency staff agreed
with this course as long as all needed new facilities,
including treatment plants, wexre operational by July 1983.
(See attached letter dated December 26, 1979 from Ray
Walsh of the SWRB for additional information on this
meeting) .

Decenber 19, 1978 —~ S.A.M. submits three separate applications for;
(1) Transmission line, stations (2} Ccean outfall
sized to accommmdate all three district flows and
(3) Reclamation line. These applications were reviewed
by staff and found to be incomplete. Applicant notified
of deficiencies December 27, 1978.

January 12, 1979 - Regional Water Quality Control Poard files legal action
{complaint for Injunctive Relief and Civil Penaltles)
agalinst S.AM. and +he three mamber districts {(Half Mcon
Bay, Montara and CGranada Sanitation Districts) .

Fepruary 2, 1979 - S5.AM, applications P~79-93 {tranomission line and pap
stations), P-=79-94 {ocean outfall) and P-79-85 (reclema-—
ticn line) filed for heaving on February 15, 1979.

Comission's Jurisdiction vncder the Coastal Act of 1976

Under the Coastal Act of 1972 (Prop. 20) the Coastal Comuission was rejuired
to review projects in regard to a full range of woter cquality impacts. The
Coastal Act of 1976 states that the State Ylater Resources Controel board and
e RegieTa ] Water Quality Control Board are the State agencies with
privary responsibility for the coordination and control of water cuality,
with the Coastal Commission having review over lard use impacts of wastewatexr
trealment works.

Section 30412 of the Coastal Act of 1976 specifies the aspects of wastewater
srentment work which are to be reviewed by the Coumission in the permit precess.
The Act states:

20412, (a) In addition to the provisions sat forzh in Section 13142,5 of the
Water Code, the provisions of this sectien shall appiy to the cormmission and the
State Mater Rosources Controtl Board and the Californiz regional water quality
contral boards.

(b) The State Water Resources Control Board and the falifornia rogional water
quaiity control boards are the state agencies with primary responsibility for the
coordination and contral of water quality. The $tate Water Resources Control
8oard has primary responsibility for the administration of water rights pursuant
to applicable law. The commissicn shall assure that nraposed development and Tocal
coastal programs shall not frusirate the provisions of this section. Heithsr the
comnission nor any regicnal commission shall, except as provided in subdiviszion {c),
modify, adopt cenditions, or take any action in conflict with any detarmination by
+he State Water Resources Control Beard or any Californfa ragicnail water quality
contro] board in matters relating to water quality or the administration of water
rights.
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Except as provided in this section, nathing herein shall be intarpreted in any
way either as prowibiting or Vimiting the commissian, regionai commission, local
government, or port governing body from exercising the reguiatory controls over
development pursuant to this division in a manner necessary to carry out the
provisions of this division.

{c} ZAny developmant within the coastal zone or outside the coastal zone which
provides service to any area within the coastal zone-that constitutes a treatment
work shall be reviewed by the commission and any permit it issues, if any, shall
be determinative only with respect to the following aspects of such development:

(1) The siting and visual appearance of treatment works within the coastal
zoneg. T e

{2) The geographic limits.of service areas within the coastal rone which are
¢o be sarved by parfiéular treatment works and the timing of the use of capacity
of treatment works for such service arses to allow for phasing of development and
use of faciiitiss congistent with this division. i

(3) Devalopmant, projections, which determine the sizing of treatment works
for providing service within the coastal zona.

The commission shall make these determinationd in accourdance with the policies
of this divisian end shall make its Finel detzrminztion on a permit application
for a troatment work prior to the final approval by the State YWater Rescurces
Control Beard for the Tuading of such treztment works. Except as speeificaliy
providod in this suldivision, the decisiens of the State Water Resources Control
Board refative to the construction of Lreaiment woris shall be final and binding
epon the commiz any regional cormmission.

{d} The com 7 shall provide ar reouive reservaticns of sites far the
comstrustion of Dreatimoat works and points of discharge within the coastal sons

adequate for the orowoction of coastal resourcas consistent with the provisiens of
this divigion. '
(@) Hothing in thiz sz shail require the State Water Resgurces Controd
i unding, any specific treatment works within the coestal
1+

Board to fund or certify § :

rene or to prolibit the State Haner Resources Contrel Board oy any falivornie
ragional w anaiity control board Trum requiring a highar degree of Ureatment
at eanv cxisting treatvant works.

Tt im important to keep in mind that the above cited Szotion of tha Coasial
Aot scecifies that the Comuission way mahe determinations on treatmzal wOrKs
: i C

in the coastal zonz. This applicatlon proposes

Facilities which will rrice arces only within the coastal zone.

By Seciion 15 of Chapter 10 of The Cozstal Act the legislature nade the fol-
Lowring smandms o the State Water Ceode:

i

cre. 15, Sectien 13132,5 fs added te the later Cota, to rasd:

Y3ldz.5, In cdditicn to any other policies establichod purssant to this divisien, the goli-
cies of Lhe state with respect to water quelity as it vatates to the coasial marine nviconaent
are thels L.

{a) Weste waler discharges chall be treated to protest present znd fulure teneficiel wies,
and vhewm: feasibla, to restore past bemeficial uses of tha receiving waters. Highest priarity
shz1l be given to dsproving or eliminating discharges that adversaly affect any of ihe following:

(1] H¥etiands, estuaries, end ether biologicatly sensitive sites.

(2} Arcas iwportant for waler contact cporis.

{3) Areas that produce shellfish for humin consumption.

4} Qcean areas subject to massive waste discharge. '

Geean chomistey ond mixing processes, marine 1ife cenditions, other presant or proposed ovt-
falls in the viciaity, and relevant aspects of arcawide waste treaiment mansqement plans and
programs. but not of convenience to the discharger, shail for the purposes of this ssetinn, be
considercd in determining the effects of such discharges. Toxic and hard-to-treat sehstancos
should be prefreatad at the source i such substapces would be incompatibie with effective and
eeoncmical treatsent in sunicipal treatmant plants.

(b} Fer each new or expanced coastal powsr plant or other industrial $nstallation using sn2
water for cooling, heating or industrial processing, the best available site, design, technololy,
and mitigation mzasures feasible shall be used to minimize the intake and wortality of a1} forms
of marine Tife. .

{¢) ¥here otherwisd peraitted, new wirmad or cocled water discharges into coastal net)agds
or {nto arces of special biological importance, including marine reserves and kelp bads, shall not
significantly alter the everall peolegical balance of the receiving area, .

() Independent baseline studies of ‘the existing marine system should Le conducted in the
area that could be arvfected by a new or vxpanded {ndustrial facility using sca water in sdvanee
of the carrying out of the development.

{d) Adequately treated reclaimed water chayld, where Tezsible, be made available to
supplement existing surface and ungdergrnund sepplies and to 85505t in meeting future wetay
requiremsnts of the coastal zone, and that consideration, {n statewide programs of financiz)
assistasce for water pollution or water quatity contro), shall be given to providing opiimum water
rezlamation and use of reclained water,
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These Water Code amondments reinforced the State Water Resources Control
Board's major responsibility for water quality and placed emphasis on
the protection of coas tal resources.

Special Requlations for sewage treatment works

The State Commission adopted special regulations which specified fiming for
Cormmission review of wastewater treatment plant permit applications for
sewage treatment works without meeting all normal approval requirvements of
Section 13052 of the regulations as long as the following general conditions
are met:

(1) The preliminary application is accompanied by a draft facilities
plan, including & draft Fnvironmental Assessment, draft Ernviromental
Tmpact Report, or proposed Neda Live Declaration; (2) the applicant
agrees to notify the Comuission and any appropriate Regional Corrmi g
sion in writing of any proposcd adoption of a Megative Declaration
for such sewage treatment works at least thirty (30) days pricr to
adoption of such Negative PDeclaration: (3) the applicant agrees 1o
vote on the application until sixty (60 days after the filing of a
complete application pursvant to Section 13652,

Section 13652 of the special requlations for sewage ltreabment works define
a complete application:

13652. Corplelensss of Application. A pormit application for
such sewage hreatwent works shell be decmad to ha complete only
when the aprlication is accompanied by a final Facilitics Plan

as defined by regulations of the State Wator Resources Control
noacd, including a final Favirommenial Assessment, final Drvizon-
nental Inpact Report, or adopted Negative Declaration, oS approp-
riate. Tor purcoses of this scotion, the Facilities Plan shall
not ba deemed to be Final unless the staff of tha State Water
Resourcas Control Board advises the Regional Comulssion in weit-
ing that the documents are in final form and uniess the final
Facilities Plan includes sufficiant information to allow an as-—
sessment of the Financial impact of the funding of such treatment
works on all properties in the affected service district(s)
located within the coastal zone. Any addendum to OT material
modification of the final Facilities Plan shall extend the Re-
gional Comission review cariod an additicnal thirty (30) days.

the S.AM. situation ig unicue in The Central Coast Commission's review of
wastewater projects under these special regulations. In this particular case
a final BEIR (1975), a final Facilities Plan, EPA Negative Delcaration, and
financial information on local funding of the vroposal, were submitbted as a
part of this application. pursuant to the requlations the State Water Re—
cources Control Beard has submitted a letter (Januery 22, 1979) to the Re-
gional Cormission certifying that all necessary docurents are conplete and
that envirommental certification previously given is still valid. (Attachment)
Therefore, it appears that the applications are compicte (pursuant to Section

13652 of the Commission Regulations) and the Comnission will have 60 days
from the filing date to vote on the applications.




gratus of the Mid-Coastside Local Coastal Plans

The SAM Board has indicated that they would prefer to put off the decision
of sewage treatment capacity and therefore the construction of a treatment
plant or plants, until the ILP's were far enough along to show population
projections for ths Mid-Coast communities served by the three menber dis-
ete e THE ASG18Ton on whether a single, regional sewer plant or three
séparate ones will also be decided at a later date. Given this arrange-
ment, which will be formalized as an agreement between the State Water
Resources Board, KIQCR, and S.A.M. and the three memoer districts, it is
evident that the progress of San Mateo County and the City of Half Moon Bay's
respective I{P's are relevant to this and future phases of the S.AM. pro-
ject. Tha following paragraphs sumarize the progress of the County end
City IfP's and offer cstimates of campletion dates for each.

teo County 1OP

San Mateo County has the responsibility for preporing the ILocal Coastal Plan
for Montara, Moss Beach, Bl Grenada, princeton/Plllar Point Harbor as wall as
S the remainder of the wiincorporated coastal zone in the county. The

ot bation Digtricts included in San Maces County's planning avea are all of
Fha Mortorz District and much of the Granade District.

pon Coastel Coamedesion approval of +heir Work Program in Macch of 1973
Sen Mateo Counky recslvaed Stale 1 funding in the arount of $156,000
. . ]

4

Thay have baen working astexdily on thels pl

that tims: poletion of the LOP by this sun It is wvery
likely v theic anticipated date for ooy 1om.

City of Hall Moon Pay el

has the responsibility for the preparation of tha

The City of Hali Monn Bay iz
0P for those lands within their incorporated boundaries. ALl of the Halr
Moon Day Sanitation District and a portion of the Granada District {(serving

¥

s’
reck hrea) are included in the City's plaming area.

]

the Miremwnn/Frenclmen'’s
A Work Program for both the Land Use and Implenentation portions of the City's
ICP was the subject of a hearing before the Regional Commission on September
28, 1978. BRased on couwments frcm the public, Commission and staff, the Work
Progrem, was vevisced and will be prasented to the Commission during the evening
portion of the Febvuary 15, 1979 meebing in Half Moon Bay. Commission statf
has preparved a combinaticn staff analysis and recamendation for this Work
Program and is hopeful that Commission action on it will occur February 15.
The Work Program will then be forwarded to the State Commission for final
approval. and funding in March.

" Although the City has been camewhat slower getting into the coastal planning
process than San Mateo County, they may, by virtue of smaller arca to cover,
Fewer and less complex issues, etc., be able o do some "catching up" with
the County. Under favorable circumstances, it ig not inconceivable to pro-
ject an autum 1979 completion date for the Half Moon Bay ILP. Even if all
of the work is not finished by that time, the plan should.be advanced encugh
to give a fair picture of land use and population projections.



P~79-93,-94,95 SEWER AUTHORITY MID-COASTSIDL

FINANCTAL AMALYSIS

As noted in the detailed staff reports on each of the applications, the
Comuission's role in reviewing the projects is limited by Coagtal Act
cec. 30412. One aspect of which the Camission's decision (rather than
the Water Boards') is determinative (final) would be -

30412(c) (2) The geographic limits of service areas within the
coastal zone which are to be served by perticular
rreatment works, and the timing of the ugse of
capacity of treatment works for such sevvice areas
to follow For phasing of development and use of
facilities consistent with this division.

Commission regulations (Sec.l3652) specify the reed to include, in the
Final project Facilities Plan which supports a complete application for
cewage treatment works, ngufficient information to allow an assesanent
of the financial impact of the funding of such treatment WOLKs On all
properties in the “fFfected service district(s) located within the Coastal
none., "

The purpose of financial-impact review becomes clearer upon reading two
important policies of Chapter 3 (Tthis Adivision” cited above):

302441 The madimum enount of prine agriculibural land shall
be maintained in agricultural production to asgure

the protaction of the area’s agricultural eToncmy
snd conflicts shall pe minimized Lotwesll acricultural
and urban land uses through a1l of the followings:

(1} By assuring that public service and facility ex-
pansions and rionagricultural development do not impair
agricultural viability, either through increased assess-
went costs or degraded alr and wated quality.

30254 New or exparded public works facilities shall be designed
and Limbted to accommodate needs generated by devalopmont.
or uses permitted consistent with the provisions of this
division; provided, however, that it i the intent of the
Legislature that State Hghway Route 1 in rural. areas of
the coastal zone remain a scenic two-lane road. Spec
districts shall not be formed or expanded except Wil
Sesecsment for, and provision OF, the service would not
rnce new development inconsisient with this division.

ore existing or planned public works facilities can

accammedate only a Limited amount of new development,
services to coastal-depencent 1and use, essential public
sexrvices and basic industries vital Lo the econcmic health
of the region, state, Or nation, public recreation, coumer-—
cial recreation, and visitor-serving land uses shall not
be precluded by other development.




Cost estimates were prepared for -the previous S.A.M. project in

1976, and have been modified by the S.A.M. Manager to reflect the
projects appiled for in 1979, Table A (attached) shows the 1976

costs in $1000's of the various project components. (Subtotal re-
flects the 1979 applications). The "pligible Mlow" of 1.3 MGD refers

+o the treatment capacity deemed eligible for 87%% grant funding by the
otate Water Resources Control poard. As noted in the staff reports, the
treatment plant cauponent. of the overall S.A.M. Facilities Plan is not
currently proposed. Total project cost 1s therefore estimated at

$3,353,000 1976 cost
792,000 18 months/15% inflation
40,000 outfall modification and incidental costs
$4,18%,000 POTAL 1979 COST

Assuving that 86% of the costs are grant-funded (8753 of the outfall
and treansrission facilities, ancd 72% .of the reclamation line), the local
share of project costs 18 $565,.000.

The most vecent information on the Financial impacts of this porticn of

the total S.AJM. project is included in the following pages of this repori.
Ficires given on Table MAY are in thousands of dollars, (i.e punping station
M total cost would he 3228,0007 . Addltional stall coamnsnt O the financial
impacts of this project will Le given st he Fokruary 15 hearing on the

S.AM. applications.






